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CAMP  COST  STUDY 


In  June  of  19$^^  at  the  requeat  of  the  Recreationp  Informal  Education  and  Group 
Work  Division  (RIG)  of  the  United  Community  Servieesp  the  Research  Division  of 
UCS  agreed  to  make  a cost  study  of  resident  camps  run  by  social  agencies  in 
Metropolitan  Boston«  It  is  hoped  that  this  study  which  will  eontain  a report 
of  the  eests  of  camping  in  the  areap  together  with  a detailed  breakdown  of  the 
major  camp  expenses,  will  be  useful  to  the  Camp  Council  and  the  RIG  Division  in 
working  with  camps  on  budgetary  matters© 

StMnAff*y 

Financial  management  in  organized  camping  is  completely  interrelated  with  all 
other  aspects  of  camp  lifoo  A camp*s  budget  will  depend  on  the  major  goals  of 
the  camp,  the  type  of  program  planned  to  achieve  these  goals,  the  type  of  campers 
who  take  part  in  the  program,  and  the  human  and  physical  resources  available  to 
meet  all  these  needs©  As  these  goals,  needs  and  resources  differ,  the  importance 
of  items  within  the  total  budget  vdll  change©  The  ^2  camps  in  this  study  have 
the  same  basic  purpose®  They  are  all  resident  summer  camps,  run  by  agencies  in 
the  Metropolitan  Boston  area  whose  major  purpose  is  on©  of  providing  recreation 
for  the  children  in  their  jurisdiction© 

Though  the  basic  purpose  of  all  the  camps  in  the  sample  is  the  same,  the  programs 
and  the  needs  of  these  camps  differ  according  to  the  age  and  sex  of  the  campers 
they  serve®  Therefore,  in  order  to  give  the  individual  camp  director  a set  of 
figures  with  maximum  meaning  for  him,  representing  camps  that  correspond  to  his 
own  type  of  camp,  typical  budgets  have  been  computed  for  each  ag©  and  sex  group* 
(See  pp  h~6) 

If  we  compare  the  typical  buclgteiis  for  boys  camps  and  girls  camps,  and  the  diff- 
erent age  groupings  with  the  average  budget  for  the  total  sample  of  ^2  camps, 
we  can  see  that  in  all  groups,  food  and  salaries  together  comprise  the  largest 
section  of  the  budgeto  These  two  account  for  2/3  of  the  budget  of  the  boys'  and 
girls*  camps  and  2/3  of  the  budget  of  the  camps  for  younger  children  (ages  ^-11 
yrso)  and  older  children  (10  yrs©  and  up,)  They  make  up  over  l/2  of  the  budget 
of  the  coed  camps  and  camps  with  a wide  range. 

Food  Costs 


These  two  items  which  are  the  largest  part  of  the  budget,  are  also  the  most 
directly  affected  by  the  age  and  sex  of  the  campers.  The  average  cost  of  food 
per  camper  day  in  boys’  camps,  is  higher  than  in  girls*  camps.  For  boys,  the 
average  cost  is  $1,29  per  camper  day,  while  for  girls  it  is  $,19  less,  or  $lelO 
per  camper  day.  The  cost  of  food  in  coed  camps  fell  between  the  two-  It  was 
$l,21o  Comparing  food  costs  in  terms  of  the  age  range  of  the  campers,  we  find 
a per  camper  day  cost  of  $1,09  for  younger  children  and  $1,26  for  older  children- 
Again,  the  camps  that  had  both  groups  together  fell  between  the  two  extremes 
with  an  average  of  $lol8c 

Cost  of  Counselling  Staff-Salary 

The  influence  of  the  age  and  sex  of  the  campers  in  determining  the  kind  of 
program  in  a camp,  is  reflected  in  the  different  costs  of  counselling  staff  in 
the  two  kinds  of  camps.  Camps  with  younger  children,  requiring  more  counsellors 
per  camper  who  can  teach  the  elementary  camping  skills,  of  necessity  spent  more 
per  camper  day  for  the  total  counselling  staff  and  a smaller  proportion  of  the 
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total  on  specialty  counsellors  than  did  the  other  camps#  The  averages  for  the 
two  groups  were  .“loU?  per  camper  day  for  the  counselling  staff  in  camps  for 
younger  children,  and  in  camps  for  older  childreno  Once  again,  the  camps 

with  a wide  range  of  ages  fell  between  the  other  two  with  an  average  of  $.UUo 
Ofithe  $ohl  spent  by  the  camps  with  younger  children  for  counsellors  $.10  was 
spent  on  specialists  as  compared  with  .'l^o37  for  general  counsellors#  In  the  older 
camps,  the  figures  were  ^^c23  for  specialists  and  $#15  for  general  counsellors 
(total  - !*^«38.)  Camps  with  a wide  range  of  ages  spent  the  same  amount  as  the 
older  camps  on  specialists,  ($#214),  but  spent  more  on  general  counsellors  (!*^9  2o) 
causing  a total  of  (^oliU)  to  fall  between  the  camps  for  younger  and  older  childrens 

Comparing  the  costsof  counselling  salaries  in  boys  and  girls  camps,  we  find  that 
girls  camps  spent  $#52,  while  the  average  for  boys  camps  was  $#3^^  and  for  coed 
camps  was  $#U59 

The  girls  camps  spent  more  on  specialists  than  did  the  boys#  In  the  girls  camps, 
the  figures  were  $#31  for  specialty  counsellors,  and  $#22  for  general  counsellors 
as  compared  to  $#lU  for  specialists  and  $s2l4  for  general  counsellors  among  the  boys 
camps.  Coed  camps  tended  to  spend  as  much  as  the  boys  camps  on  specialists,  but 
they  spent  more  on  general  counsellors  than  either  the  boys  or  girls  camps#  The 
average  for  the  coed  camps  was  $#12  for  specialists  and  $#33  for  general  coun- 
sellors 

Administration  - Maintenance 

Most  of  the  other  items  were  not  affected  directly  by  the  age  and  sex  of  the 
campers*  They  were  much  more  influenced  by  the  composition  of  the  camp,  that  is, 
whether  it  was  coed  or  segregated  by  sex,  and  whether  it  had  campers  in  a narrow 
or  wide  age  range# 

There  was  very  little  difference  between  the  per  camper  day  costs  of  administration 
and  maintenance  in  boys  and  girls  camps#  For  administration,  the  figures  were 
$#37  in  the  boys  camps  and  $#37  in  the  girls  camps#  The  cost  of  maintenance  for 
boys  camps  was  $#38  and  for  girls  $oU0o  The  cost  of  the  maintenance  staff  in 
boys  camps  was  $#30,  while  it  was  $«31  for  girls.  Finally,  boys  camps  spent  $#38 
on  administrative  salaries  while  girls  camps  spent  $oUl#  The  fact  that  the 
averages  are  so  similar  would  suggest  that  the  sex  of  the  camper  has  little  dis- 
tinctive influence  on  the  maintenance  and  administration  of  a camp#  These  items 
are  much  more  effected,  as  stated  above,  by  the  composition  of  the  camp# 

There  was  a great  deal  of  difference  between  the  average  for  boys  or  girls  camps 
only,  and  the  averages  for  the  coed  camps#  J&intenance  and  maintenance  salaries 
were  much  higher  in  coed  camps  than  in  the  segregated  camps,  reflecting  the  need 
for  separate  camp  areas  for  boys  and  girls#  Administrative  salaries  were  also 
higher  in  coed  camps  than  in  segregated  camps#  The  costs  in  coed  camps  were 
$e59  for  maintenance,  $#39  for  maintenance  salaries,  and  $oi49  for  administrative 
salaries#  On  the  other  hand,  the  administrative  costs  (excluding  salaries)  of 
the  coed  camps,  were  very  similar  to  the  costs  in  the  boys  and  girls  camps  shown 
above,  suggesting  that  this  item  is  not  especially  variable# 

When  we  compare  the  camps  in  terms  of  the  age  range  of  their  campers,  we  find 
the  influences  upon  costs  similar  to  the  ones  noticed  when  the  camps  were  sep- 
arated by  sex#  For  instance,  the  effect  of  the  separate  physical  units  for  the 
different  age  groups  shows  up  in  the  greater  administrative  and  maintenance  costs© 
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The  administrative  cost  per  camper  day  in  the  camps  for  younger  children  is 
while  it  is  in  the  camps  that  have  a wide  range  of  ages,  Ifeintenance  costs 

in  thw  younger  camps  come  to  S®39  while  in  the  camps  for  children  of  all  ages 
it  is  (The  particularly  lovi  maintenance  figure  for  the  older  camps  is 

most  likely  due  to  the  fact  that  many  of  the  older  camps  are  scout  camps  in  which 
maintenance  duties  are  part  of  the  program  of  the  camp.  This  fact  is  also  re- 
flected in  the  low  figure  for  maintenance  salaries  in  the  older  camps,) 

The  per  camper  day  cost  of  m.aintenance  and  administrative  salaries  in  camps  with 
a wide  range  of  ages  was  almost  the  same  as  the  cost  in  the  camps  for  younger 
children.  In  the  camps  for  younger  children,  the  per  camper  day  cost  of  main- 
tenance salaries  is  as  compared  to  $,3^  in  the  camps  with  a wide  range  of 

ages.  Administrative  salaries  cost  the  younger  camps  per  camper  day,  and  cost 

the  camps  with  a wide  range  of  ages  .‘loUl* 

CONCLUSION 

Summing  up,  we  could  say  that  the  age  and  sex  of  the  camper  determines  the  cost 
of  the  food  and  counsellors  salaries,  while  the  manner  in  which  the  physical 
facilities  and  equipment  is  used  (as  one  unit  in  the  camps  for  one  sex  or  age 
range,  or  as  tv;o  units  in  the  coed  camps  serving  campers  of  many  age  groups) 
determines  the  cost  of  administration  and  maintenance. 

Despite  the  differential  effect  of  age  and  sex  on  sub-items,  the  total  average 
cost  of  all  the  one  unit  camps  (camps  for  one  age  range  or  for  one  sex)  was 
similar.  The  total  average  cost  for  each  of  the  groups  were?  BOYS  CAIIPS  ^3»^05 
GIRLS  CAICPS  CAI^PS  FOR  YOUNGER  CHIIDREN  .‘^3cUo,*  CAWS  FOR  OLDFH  CHILDREN 

$3»31e  It  was  the  heterogenous  camps  that  brought  the  average  of  the  ^2  camps 
up  to  .^3*76,  For  the  two  heterogenous  groupings,  the  total  average  costs  werej 
CAWS  WITH  A WIDE  RANGE  OF  AGES  |3« 9Uj  COED  CAMPS  .<^UclOc 
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TYPICAL  BUDGET  FOR  CAMPS  OF  DIFFERENT  AGE  RANGES 


(figures  on  this  chart  derived  from  the  average  of  the  camps  divided  by  the  age 
range  of  their  campers©  Costs  are  given  in  terms  of  per  camper  day  costs©) 


BUDGET  ITEMS  CAIffS  FOR  YOUNGER  ' 

CAMPS  FOR  OLDER 

CAMPS  WITH  A WIDE 

CHILDREN 

CHILDREN 

RANGE 

yrso  - 11  yrs.) 

10  3rrs*  and  up) 

(^  yrs.  - 16  yrs. 

ADIittNISTRATION 

$ o3^ 

# .35 

$ 

MINTENANCE 

c39 

.31 

ch9 

FOOD 

1.09 

1.26 

1»18 

OTHER  (includes  Canteen, 

.39 

o6o 

Medical  Expense,  Laundry 

and  Program) 

SAIARIES  (total) 

1.31 

loOO 

1,22 

COUNSELLCRS  SAIARIES 

.38 

SPECIALTY 

.10 

.23 

.21) 

GENERAL 

o37 

©20 

MAINTENANCE 

o39 

o23 

o35 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

.39 

^U3 

TOTAL 

$3«U8 

$3.31 

$3o9ii 
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TYPICAL  BUDGET  FCR  BOYS  AI®  GIRIS  CAI'ffS 

(Figiires  on  this  chart  derived  from  the  average  of  the  camps  divided  by  sex  of 
camper) 

Costs  given  in  terms  of  per  camper  day  costs* 


BUDGET  TTExMS 

BOYS 

GIRLS 

BOTH 

ADfflNISTRATION 

1 .37 

$ .37 

1 *39 

MAINTENANCE 

*38 

•iiO 

*59 

FOOD 

1*29 

1*10 

1*21 

OTHER  (Dicliiding  Canteen 
Med*  Exp*,  Laundry  and 
Program) 

, chO 

oUU 

*58 

SALARIES 

1.06 

lc2U 

1.32 

COUNSELLOR  SALARY 

o38 

.52 

*U5 

Specialty 

clil 

.31 

.12 

General 

.21l 

*22 

.33 

MAINTENANCE 

o30 

*31 

o39 

ADMINISTRATION 

*38 

.Ul 

*149 

TOTAL  COST 
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TOTAL  COST  BY  SEX  OF  CAMPER 


SEX  OF  CAMPER 


$2eOO  - $2,99 

Boys 

8 

Girls 

3 

Both 

2 

3oOO  ~ 3o99 

10 

7 

2 

U,00  - U.99 

U 

h 

h 

^,00  - 5o99 

0 

0 

5 

6.00  - 6,99 

1 

1 

0 

7.00  - over 

0 

0 

1 

Total 

23 

15 

lU 

Average  Total  Cost 

$3o50 

$3.55 

$1|9  10 

Majority  of  Camps  have  total 

cost  that  falls  between  $2(,08'-$3©Q7 

$3o0i— $Ii.o05 

$Uo77-$U.57 

TOTAL  COST  BY  AGE  RANGE 

OF  CAMPERS 

$2,00  - .$2.99 

Younger  Campers 
2 

Older  Campers 
6 

Wide  Range 
of  ages 

5 

3.00  ~ 3.99 

u 

0 

7 

hoOO  - ii.99 

2 

1 

9 

^.00  - ^,99 

0 

1 

k 

6.00  - 6.99 

0 

0 

2 

7oOO  - and  over 

0 

0 

1 

TOTAL 

o 

o 

16 

28 

Average  Total  Cost 

$3.U8 

$3.31 

$3.9U 

]\/hjority  of  the  camps 
have  a total  cost  that 
falls  between 

$2,U3*43o95 

$2,93-43.67 

$3.lU-$ii.90 
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FINDINGS 


This  report  will  be  divided  into  three  sections: 

1«  Background  Data:  a general  description  of  the  sample j the  character- 
istics of  the  campers  attending  the  camps  in  our  sample  5 and  the  number 
of  campers  servedc 

2,  A description  of  the  common  personnel  practices^ 

3o  A general  picture  of  the  costs  of  the  major  items  in  the  camp  program 
and  an  analysis  of  the  effect  of  the  variables  described  in  the  first 
two  sections  of  the  study© 

There  are  93  camps  run  under  the  auspices  of  Social  Agencies  in  Metropolitan 
Boston,  Since  vre  were  interested  in  comparing  the  costs  of  '’organization 
resident  camps”  which  have  a full  time  recreational  program  for  their  campers^ 
nine  camps,  whose  specialized  programs  are  not  comparable  to  the  generalized 
summer  programs  of  the  other  camps,  were  left  out  of  the  study.  Of  the 
remaining  Qh  camps,  $1  or  about  $3%  of  the  total  group  have  participated  in  this 
study. 

The  information  was  collected  by  means  of  confidential  questionnaires  sent  to 
the  camp  directors,  and  thus  no  individual  camps  have  been  identified  in  any 
way.  Each  camp  furnished  an  account  of  its  income  and  a detailed  breakdown  of 
its  expenses  within  the  major  categories.  Costs  were  broken  down  into  salaries: 
maintenance,  administrative  and  counsellors 5 and  program  costs:  administration, 
maintenance,  food,  medical,  program,  transportation  and  other. 

In  the  analysis,  we  have  concentrated  upon  the  categories  mentioned  above  rather 
than  attempting  to  make  a finer  breakdovm,  for  there  was  little  common  definition 
of  the  items  within  each  category,  and  in  many  camps  the  budget  set  up  did  not 
enable  them  to  separate  many  of  the  more  detailed  costs.  All  the  expenditures 
therefore,  will  be  described  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  the  larger  breakdowns. 

The  statistics  reported  are  for  the  19^5  season. 


* 

Four  of  the  camps  have  been  left  out  because  they  are  Gaddy  Camps  with  no 
day  time  program  for  the  boys;  two  are  training  units  for  counsellors  rather 
than  recreation  programs;  two  have  no  formal  program  for  their  campers,  but 
are  similar  to  resorts  that  use  facilities  of  the  town  in  which  they  are 
located;  and  one  is  just  a land  facility  open  to  anyone  who  wishes  to  use  it. 
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PART  1 DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  SAMPLE 


The  camping  program  provided  by  the  Metropolitan  Poston  agencies  is  a broad  oneo 
It  covers  children  of  many  ages  from  ^-17  and  in  a fev/  cases  includes  parentso 
The  camps  are  both  coed  and  segregated  by  sex,  and  the  capacities  vary  ‘vridely. 

The  program  is  geared,  however,  mainly  to  older  children  with  a slight  prepon- 
derance of  boys. 

Of  the  52  camps  that  returned  the  questionnaire,  28  camps,  or  had  children 
of  all  ages  from  y^s,,  I6  or  30'^  served  older  children  from  10  yrs,  up,  and 
8 or  16^  of  the  sample  served  younger  children  from  5 yrs,  to  12  yrs,  of  age  (see 
Table  II),  hU%  of  the  sample  (23  camps)  are  boys’  camps,  29%  (l5  camps)  are  for 
girls  and  27%  (ih  camps)  are  coed  (see  Table  I,)  If  we  add  the  coed  camps  to 
the  other  two  groups,  we  ?rould  have  37  camps  for  boys  and  29  for  girls. 

Our  sample  is  fairly  representative  of  the  total  number  of  camps  run  by  the 
agencies.  The  following  figures  show  the  % of  each  group  in  the  sample  and  in 
the  total  group  of  camps.  As  vre  can  see,  the  percentages  are  very  close.  On 
the  sex  breakdown,  the  percentages  werej 


Sample  Total  Noo  of  Camps  in  the  Area 


3oys 

hh% 

Girls 

2.9% 

30% 

Coed 

27% 

2$% 

Total 

100^ 

There  are  fewer  coed  camps  in  our  sample  than  in  the  total,  but  the  differences 
are  slight.  On  the  age  breakdown,  too,  the  sample  is  very  close  to  the  total 
breakdown.  The  percentages  were: 

Sample  Total  No,  of  Camps 

Younger  Campers  16^  17^ 

Older  Campers  30%  33^ 

Widd  range  of  ages  ^k%  $0%> 

Total  IC^ 

Here,  too,  though  the  figures  are  not  as  close  as  on  the  sex  breakdown,  there  is 
a difference  of  only  percentage  points  between  the  two  most  different  percentages. 

Service  Statistics 

The  length  of  the  camping  season  among  the  agency  camps  is  a fairly  consistent 
one,  most  commonly  $6  days,  (Table  III),  This  season  is  broken  up  into  either 
two  sessions  of  four  weeks  each  or  four  sessions  of  two  weeks  each,  36  of  the 
52  camps,  or  71^  of  the  sample  followed  this  schedule. 

The  other  two  schedules  followed  by  .more  than  one  camp,  were  a Ij.2  day  season, 
made  up  of  two  sessions  of  three  Tireeks  eachj  or  a 63  day  season  with  three  sessions 
of  three  weeks  each.  Seven  of  the  camps  had  a 1|2  week  season  and  6 of  them  had 
the  63  day  season. 
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No,  of  Children  Served 


In  19$$ j lIt,9U0  children  were  served  by  the  $2  camps  that  took  part  in  the 
survey.  The  individual  capacity  of  the  camps  per  session  varied  widely,  ranging 
from  28  children  per  session  to  369?  (Table  IVa),  The  majority  of  the  camps, 
however,  fell  into  the  range  of  69-171  campers,  and  the  average  was  about  117 
campers  served  per  session.  Seven  camps,  or  lh%f  had  a capacity  of  over  171 
children^  and  8 camps  or  16^  hiad  a capacity  of  $0  children  or  under. 

An  unduplicated  count  of  the  actual  number  of  children  served  by  each  camp  during 
the  v;hole  season  indicated  that  the  average  number  served  per  camp  was  210, 

(Table  IVb),  Because  of  the  differences  in  capacity  noted  above,  the  actual 
range  in  the  number  of  children  served  by  the  individual  camps  during  the  season 
was  also  quite  wide.  The  smallest  number  of  children  served  by  any  one  camp 
was  82,  and  the  largest  vras  l,$07f  with  the  majority  of  the  camps  falling  within 
the  range  of  110-299  campers, 

PART  II  DESCRIPTION  OF  PERSOITOEL  PRACTICE 

Administrative  Staff 


Camp  staffs  consisted  of  three  major  groups,  administrative,  maintenance  and 
counsellor.  The  administrative  staff  of  most  camps  consisted  simply  of  a Camp 
Director,  one  person  assisting  this  Director,  such  as  an  assistant  Director  or 
a Program  Director,  and  cither  a doctor  on  the  premises  or  a resident  nurse, 
Tvrelve  of  the  camps  hired  secretaries,  only  9 of  the  camps  hired  a dietician, 
and  $ hired  Unit  Directors  to  plan  the  program  for  different  sections  within 
their  camp. 

The  Directors  of  most  of  the  camps  vrere  year  round  members  of  the  sponsoring 
agency^ s staffs  3$  of  them,  or  69^  fell  into  this  category.  Since  the  dual  role 
of  the  ‘'agency"  director  makes  it  necessary  for  him  to  divide  his  time  between 
the  agency  and  the  camp,  these  directors  hiad  more  administrative  assistance  than 
the  "outside"  directors.  Almost  all  of  them  hired  at  least  one  assistant,  and 
many  hired  two. 

Table  VI  compares  the  number  of  assistants  hired  by  directors  who  are  members 
of  the  agency  and  those  v/ho  are  from  the  outside.  Only  6%  of  the  "agency" 
directors  had  no  administrative  assistant  as  compared  to  18^  of  the  outside 
directors.  The  majority  of  both  groups  (60^)  hired  one  assistant  administrator, 
and  3h%  of  the  agency  directors  hired  two  assistants  as  compared  to  the  18^  of 
the  outside  directors,  3ince  the  agency  director  required  more  assistance,  many 
of  the  agencies  provided  a staff  m.ember  to  fill  the  position.  The  assistants  of 
over  half  of  the  agency  directors  (l6  directors)  were  also  on  the  regular  agency 
staff, 

Ifeinte nance  Staff 


The  maintenance  staffs  of  the  camps  were  minimal,  consisting  of  one  paid  man  who 
did  the  bulk  of  the  workj  10  of  these  had  one  paid  assistant.  The  rest  of  the 
maintenance  in  many  of  the  camps  was  done  by  volunteers  and  campers.  It  is  dif- 
ficult to  judge  how  much  assistance  the  one  paid  v/orker  gets  because  it  is  in 
maintenance  that  most  of  the  volunteers  can  be  found. 

The  capacity  of  a camp  has  been  determined  by  the  largest  number  of  children 
served  by  the  camp  at  any  one  sessiono 
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Counselling  Staff  Description 


The  number  of  people  on  the  staff  of  a camp  is  determined  largely  by  the  size 
of  a camp  and  the  extent  of  its  program;  therefore,  in  order  to  make  a meaning- 
ful comparison  between  camps  of  varing  size,  the  number  of  campers  per  counsellor 
in  each  camp  has  been  computed.  The  number  of  campers  used  in  these  computations 
is  the  largest  number  each  camp  served  at  one  time. 

In  Table  IX,  we  can  see  that  the  average  number  of  campers  per  counsellor  in  the 
sample  was  ^,1,  The  proportion  of  campers  to  counsellors  in  the  ^2  camps  ranged 
from  1.U  - 11* while  the  middle  half  of  the  camps  fell  within  a range  of  from 
3.6  - 6,5  campers  per  counsellor. 

The  bulk  of  the  counselling  staff  in  the  majority  of  the  camps  consists  of  general 
counsellors,  who  perform  a dual  function  of  bunk  counsellor  and  specialist  rather 
than  of  specialty  counsellors.  If  we  compare  the  proportion  of  specialists  to 
the  total  staff  in  the  52  camps,  (Table  XII),  we  can  see  that  the  average  propor- 
tion was  just  of  the  staff,  A little  over  a tenth  of  the  camps  (8  of  the  52) 
had  a proportion  of  59^  or  more  specialty  counsellors,  while  the  large  majority 
of  the  camps  (3U  camps  or  6\%  of  the  sample)  had  less  than  39^  of  their  staff  as 
specialists.  Five  of  the  camps  had  no  specialty  counsellors  at  all. 

The  specialists  mcfst  commonly  hired  were  waterfroirt  staff  and  Arts  and  Crafts 
counsellors  (Table  VIII,)  U?  of  the  camps  hired  specialists,  all  of  which  hired 
a special  waterfront  director j 13  hired  only  a waterfront  director.  The  other 
3h  hired  a waterfront  director  and  one  or  two  other  specialists,  most  commonly 
either  arts  and  crafts  (31  camps  hired  arts  and  crafts  counsellors)  or  boating 
(20  hired  boating  counsellors).  The  next  most  common  specialty  was  athletics 
of  all  kinds  - tennis,  archery,  riflery  etc.  The  type  least  often  hired  fell 
within  the  realm  of  music,  dancing  and  dramatics.  Only  12  camps  out  of  the  52 
hired  this  type  of  specialist. 

Analysis  of  Staff  Composition 

The  variation  in  the  ratio  of  campers  to  counsellors,  and  in  the  proportion  of 
specialists  on  the  staff,  were  not  just  chance  variations.  They  seem  to  be  de- 
termined to  some  extent,  by  the  type  of  program  run  in  the  camp,  which  affects 
by  its  requirements,  the  composition  of  the  staff.  The  most  consistant  of  the 
influences  upon  the  composition  of  the  staff  were  the  age  and  sex  of  the  campers. 

Younger  children,  we  would  expect,  would  need  closer  supervision  than  the  older 
ones,  and  would  not  require  a very  advar^ced  program,  therefore,  we  would  logically 
expect  to  find  fewer  campers  per  counsellcr-  and  fewer  specialists  in  the  camps 
with  younger  children  than  in  those  with  older  children.  As  we  expected,  the 
average  proportionof  campers  to  counsellors  among  the  camps  with  younger  children 
is  U,5;  (Table  XI)  while  the  proportion  for  the  camps  with  older  children  was  6,1, 
Camps  with  a wide  range  of  children  fell  close  to  those  with  younger  children, 
for  their  average  proportion  was  UeU  campers  per  counsellor. 

The  proportion  of  specialty  staff  to  the  total  counselling  staff,  (Table  XIl), 
was  much  lower  in  the  camps  for  younger  children  than  in  the  others.  The  average 
proportion  for  younger  camps  was  only  3^,  while  the  proportion  for  older  camps 
?>ras  33% f and  the  percentage  for  camps  with  a wide  range  of  ages  was  2?^, 
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None  of  the  younger  camps  had  a proportion  higher  than  39%  and  three  of  them 
had  no  specialists  at  all,  while  the  proportion  of  specialists  in’l/U  of  the. 
camps  for  older  children  was  over  39^o  All  damps  for  older  children  had  some 
specialists.  The  policy  of  camps  with  a wide  range  fell  somewhere  between  the 
two  extremes,  for  two  of  these  camps  hired  no  specialists,  while  in  l/3  of  them, 
specialists  comprised  more  than  39%  of  their  staff. 

Putting  these  two  sets  of  figures  together,  then,  we  v/ould  come  out  with  a com- 
posite picture  of  two  different  types  of  camps,  determined  mainly  by  the  age  of 
the  camper.  The  first  type  consists  of  camps  with  many  general  counsellors  and 
a small  proportion  of  specialists  running  a general  program  for  younger  children. 
The  second  type  contains  camps  for  older  boys  with  fewer  counsellors  and  more 
specialists  running  a more  advanced  program.  As  v/e  will  see  later,  these  differ- 
ences extend  also  to  the  budget  and  create  differences  in  the  amount  of  money 
needed  for  different  parts  of  the  program. 

The  sex  of  the  camper  is  another  influence  upon  the  personnel  policy  of  the  camp. 
Although  the  differences  between  boys  and  girls  camps  are  not  as  great  as  the 
differences  between  camps  with  campers  of  different  ages,  there  is  somie  difference 
between  them  both  in  the  number  of  specialty  counsellors  they  hire  and  in  the 
number  of  campers  per  counsellor. 

Girls  camps  seem  to  have  a smaller  ratio  of  campers  to  counsellors,  but  a higher 
proportion  of  specialty  counsellors  on  the  staff.  As  compared  with  boys  camps, 
the  girls  camps  had  a ratio  of  I408  campers  to  counsellor,  while  the  boys  had  a 
ratio  of  6,0,  The  average  proportion  of  specialists  to  the  total  counselling 
staff  among  girls  camps  was  39%  as  compared  v/ith  23^  for  the  boys, 

PART  III  OPERATING  COSTS 


Parts  I and  II  have  described  the  scope  and  variety  of  the  ^2  camps  in  the  study. 
They  varied,  as  we  noted,  in  the  age  and  sex  of  their  campers,  in  the  size  of  the 
camp  and  the  length  of  their  program.  Each  of  these  characteristics  determine 
the  philosophy  and  program  of  the  camp,  and  therefore,  both  indirectly  and  direct- 
ly, some  cf  the  expenses.  In  order  to  see  ^uhich  of  the  expenses  are  stable,  and 
which  are  variable,  and  in  order  to  get  a clearer  picture  of  the  influences  upon 
the  costs  of  operation,  it  will  be  necessary  to  break  down  the  total  expenses  of 
each  Ramp  into .its  component  parts,  and  note  the  differing  influences  upon  each 
selection.  In  this  way,  we  will  be  able  to  see  just  where,  and  in  what  way, 
each  characteristic  affects  the  total  cost  of  operation, 

Thcroughout  the  analysis,  the  figures  used,  with  one  exception,  which  will  be 
pointed  out  later,  will  be  the  cost  per  camper  day.  This  figure,  which  is  deter- 
mined by  dividing  the  actual  cost  by  the  number  of  camper  days,  has  been  computed 
in  order  to  put  the  cost  af  all  the  camps  on  a comparable  basis, 

COWARISON  OF  TOTAL  COSTS 

The  total  cost  per  camper  day  in  the  ^2  camps  shown  in  Table  XIV  ranged  from 
$2,01  - $ll,0l4  with  an  average  of  $3*76,  Hovrever,  half  of  the  camps  fell  within 
the  range-  from  $2,88  - $he>92. 

The  largest  segment  of  the  total  average  budget  (Table  XV)  vms  used  for  food  and 
salaries.  These  two  together  comprised  about  2/3  of  the  budget.  Out  of  a total 
average  budget  of  $3,76  per  day,  $2,i;6  was  used  for  food  and  salaries  ($1,22  for 
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food  and  for  salaries.)  Of  the  other  $1.30,  $«37  "^vas  used  for  administra- 
tion, $.39  for  maintenance  and  for  all  other  expenses  which  includes  the 

operation  of  the  canteen,  the  laundry,  medical  expenses  and  program  expenses* 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that,  despite  the  differences  among  the  camps  in  the 
proportion  of  specialty  counsellors  to  general  counsellors,  the  cost  per  camper 
day,  on  the  average,  for  specialty  and  general  counsellors  was  about  equal. 

The  $,U2  allocated  to  counsellor  salaries  was  divided  into  $<,22  for  specialists 
and  $,20  for  general  counsellors. 

Influences  Upon  Costs 


The  j.nfluences  upon  the  cost  of  a camping  program  are  many.  In  this  study  we  have 
become  aware  of  four  characteristics  that  effect  cost.  They  are : 1,  The  size  of 
the  camp,  2,~  the  age  of  the  campers,  3*-  "the  sex  of  the  campers,  U,-  the  homo- 
geneity or  diversity  of  the  campers.  Each  of  these  affects  a different  part  of 
the  budget, 

1,  Size  of  camp  - it  is  well  known  that  in  general,  the  larger  the  size  of  an 
institution,  the  smaller  its  percapita  costs  will  be.  For  example,  in  some  areas, 
such  as  maintenance,  there  is  a basic  minimum  of  equipment  necessary  to  run  a 
camp,  so  that  the  more  campers  there  are  in  the  camp,  the  v/ider  the  cost  can  be 
spread. 

An  item  like  food  can  be  bought  in  bulk  for  a larger  camp  and  therefore,  will 
cost  less  than  it  would  in  a smaller  camp.  These  economies  of  larger  size  are 
noticeable  in  all  of  the  sections  of  the  budget  except  counsellor  salaries. 

In  that  part  the  other  three  influences  are  stronger, 

2,  and  3»  Age  and  Sex  — The  impact  of  age  and  sex  characteristics  is  most  observ- 
able on  that  part  of  the  budget  directly  associated  with  the  specific  require- 
ments of  the  children.  The  food  budget  reflecting  the  physical  needs  of  the 
children,  and  the  cost  of  counsellors  reflecting  the  program  requirements. 

Homogeneity  of  campers,  - The  rest  of  the  budget  (the  items  included  in  the 
category  of  other  and  of  maintenance)  is  most  directly  affected  by  the  composition 
of  the  campers,  for  a diversity  in  the  kinds  of  campers  served  necessitates  the 
setting  up  of  different  programs  for  each  group,  and  quite  often  means  the  use 
of  extra  units  in  the  physical  plant  to  accommodate  the  different  groups,  or  the 
use  of  the  same  facilities  at  different  times  by  the  tv/o  groups.  This  discontin- 
uous use  of  the  facilities  seems  to  be  associated  v/ith  higher  administrative  costs, 

A closer  look  at  each  one  of  the  sub-costs  separately  will  show  the  extent  of 
these  influences, 

COfiPARISON  OF  COSTS  OF  SEPARATE  ITEMS 
Administrative  Costs 


Administrative  costs  are  probably  the  most  stable  of  all  of  the  items  on  the 
budget.  The  cost  per  camper  day  in  most  of  the  camps  stayed  vdthin  a range  of 
from  $,15  “ About  32  camps,  or  over  half  of  the  sample  were  Yfithin  that 

range.  The  average  cost  for  the  52  camps  was  $.37, 
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This  average  of  i^,37  remains  fairly  stable  when  the  camps  are  separated  by  their 
age  and  sex  characteristics#  Both  boys  and  girls  camps  and  camps  for  older 
and  younger  children  (pp  li-6)  had  an  average  that  was  very  close  to  the  average 
for  the  vrhole  sampleo  The  average  in  both  the  boys  and  the  girls  camps  was  $o37j 
while  the  average  in  the  camps  for  younger  children  and  for  older  campers  was 

There  were  only  two  influences  which  had  any  effect  upon  costs,  neither  of  which 
was  very  strongo  These  were  the  heterogeneity  of  ages  in  the  camp  and  the  sizeo 
Those  camps  which  had  a full  range  of  ages  in  their  camps  had  somewhat  higher 
administrative  costs  than  the  others#  The  average  for  this  group  was  $oU5e 
The  other  type  of  heterogeneous  camps,  the  coed  camps,  on  the  other  hand,  were 
similar  to  the  rest  of  the  sample  v;ith  an  average  of  |#39o 

The  effect  of  size  (Table  XVI)  upon  administrative  costs  was  not  major#  It 
was  apparent  only  in  the  fact  that  the  per  camper  day  cost  in  the  smallest 
camps  (camps  with  a capacity  of  from  27-79  campers  per  session)  was  slightly 
higher  than  the  average  for  the  rest  of  the  camps#  The  average  for  the  smallest 
was  while  the  other  two  groups  (medium  capacity  80— lL|.9  campers  and  high- 

est capacity  l50  up)  spent,  on  the  average,  $o36o 

This  would  indicate  that,  on  the  v/hole,  administrative  costs  are  similar,  well 
defined  and  not  possible  of  much  variation#  Hov^ever,  camps  that  require  a broad 
program  to  cover  different  age  groups  would  have  higher  budget  requirements  to 
cover  the  program#  It  would  indicate  too,  that  in  their  administrative  budget, 
camps  of  smaller  size  are  at  some  disadvantage,  for  there  is  a basic  minimum 
of  administrative  costs  that  cannot  be  spread  over  many  campers# 

]fetinte  nance  Costs 

With  the  same  tvro  exceptions,  maintenance  costs  are  also  not  too  variable,  again, 
slightly  over  half,  or  27  camps  fell  vfithin  the  range  of  $#1^  - with  an 

average  of  $#39  for  the  sample# 

Separation  of  the  camps  by  the  sex  of  the  camper  (p#^)  yielded  almost  no  diff- 
erence in  the  average  per  camper  day  cost  of  maintenance#  The  average  of  the 
boys  camps  v;as  ^#385  for  the  girls  it  was  $#IiO# 

Separation  by  age  (p.U),  however,  brought  out  the  lo\TOr  maintenance  costs  of 
camps  whose  campers  are  older#  The  average  for  camps  for  younger  children  is 
the  same  as  the  average  for  the  sample,  $#39r  For  the  older  camps  it  is  $#31o 
This  smaller  figure  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that  many  of  the  camps  for  older 
children  are  Scout  camps  whose  campers  take  care  of  much  of  the  maintenance  as 
part  of  the  program. 

The  effect  of  the  size  (Table  XVH)  worked  some¥j-hat  differently  on  maintenance 
costs  than  it  did  on  administrative  costs#  In  this  case,  the  cost  figures  for 
the  small  camps  and  medium  sized  camps  were  sim3.1arp  $0)46  for  small  camps  and 
$#14.3  for  medium  sized  camps#  Only  in  the  largest  camps  did  the  economies 
brought  on  by  large  scale  operations  become  noticeable#  In  the  large  camps 
the  average  \4as  $#32#  From  these  figures  it  would  seem  that  maintenance  needs 
grow  in  proportion  to  the  size  of  the  camp,  but  that  the  amount  of  needed  re- 
pair approaches  an  upper  limit,  which  is,  in  the  largest  camps,  divided  among 
a large  enough  niimber  of  campers  to  effect  an  economr;-  for  each  individual# 
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The  figures  for  both  maintenance  and  administration  just  given  do  not  include 
the  cost  of  the  salaries  in  these  areas©  Salary  figures  will  be  given  in  a 
later  section  with  the  other  salaries© 

Food  Costs 


VJhen  we  broke  doi/m  the  total  cost  of  running  a camp,  we  saw  that  the  cost  of 
food  and  counsellors  salaries  made  up  the  largest  part  of  the  budget©  These 
two  items  which  are  the  largest  items,  are  also  the  most  variable©  The  range 
of  food  costs  in  the  ^2  camps  went  from  $©76  - $1©87,  with  an  average  for  the 
52  camps  of  $1,22©  The  middle  half  of  the  camps  ranged  from  $1,05  - $l©39o 

The  influences  working  upon  food  costs  were  of  a different  tjnpe  than  those 
affecting  maintenance  and  administration©  Food  costs  were  influenced  by  the 
characteristics  of  the  camper  body©  The  sex  or  age  range  of  the  campers,  and 
the  consequent  physical  needs,  had  a direct  impact  upon  food  costs©  The  cost 
of  food  in  boys  camps  was  $1©29  as  compared  to  $1,10  for  the  girls,  and  $le21 
in  the  coed  camps  (Table  XIX) © 3ii  the  camps  serving  younger  children  the  cost 
was  $1©09  in  comparison  with  $1©26  for  older  children,  and  |1©18  for  the  camps 
that  served  a wide  range  of  ages,  (Table  XX)© 

Although  per  camper  food  costs  increased,  in  general,  as  the  needs  of  the  campers 
increased,  the  size  of  the  camp  itself  had  additional  power  to  influence  food 
costs©  The  average  expenditures  on  food  were  substantially  smaller  in  camps 
of  medium  size  than  in  small  camps©  The  cost  for  small  camps  was  $1,30  as  com- 
pared to  $1©13  for  medium  sized  camps©  There  was,  however,  no  further  drop  in 
the  food  costs  of  the  large  camps©  The  average  for  the  large  camps  was  $1,19, 
(Table  XVIII)© 

The  figures  just  quoted  include  the  estimated  cost  of  food  donations  made  by  the 
government  or  from  private  sources© 

SUmiARY  OF  OPERATING  COSTS 

l/'Jhen  we  combine  the  three  items  just  analyzed,  and  compare  the  different  groups 
of  camps  in  terms  of  their  operating  costs,  we  see  that  camps  with  a non-  homo- 
geneous (coed  or  wide  range  of  ages)  group  of  campers  have  much  higher  operating 
costs  than  homogeneous  camps,  for  the  food  costs  of  the  former  fall  somewhere 
between  the  highest  and  lov/est  costs,  but  their  average  maintenance  and  adminis- 
trative costs  are  much  higher  than  the  other  camps© 

The  differences  betv/een  the  operating  costs  of  camps  for  boys  and  for  girls,  and 
hetvieen  camps  for  younger  children  and  older  children,  fall  mainly  in  their  food 
costs,  ¥ihile  their  maintenance  and  administrative  costs  are  very  similar© 

Analysis  of  the  item  labeled  ’’Other”  has  been  left  out  because  the  meaning  of  the 
item  is  not  comparable  from  camp  to  camp©  ¥o.ny  camps  for  instance,  did  not  in- 
clude the  cost  of  laundry  or  their  canteen  expenses,  and  program  expenses  wefe 
interpreted  in  different  ways  by  different  camps© 

COSTS  OF  STAFFING  A CAMP 

Salaries,  as  we  can  see  on  the  tjrpical  budget,  comprise  a little  over  I/3  of  the 
total  budget©  In  addition  to  being  a large  part  of  the  budget,  they  are,  also, 
the  one  item  on  the  budget  completely  determined  by  policy  decisions©  In  terms 
of  planning,  therefore,  they  are  probably  the  most  important  items  in  the  cost 
of  the  camp  season© 
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One  major  difficulty  in  analyzing  tho  total  cost  of  the  staff  of  an  agency  camp 
is  the  problem  of  evaluating  the  work  of  volunteers  on  the  staff*  From  our 
questionnaire,  it  T;as  difficult  to  determine  the  kind  of  work  done  by  volunteers 
and  the  amount  of  time  spent  by  them*  People  viho  come  to  camp  for  one  day  to 
help  clean  up  or  fix  the  bunks  were  counted  as  volunteers  along  with  people  who 
helped  out  on  the  staff  all  summer  for  a few  hours  a week  in,  for  example,  arts 
and  crafts  or  dramaticse  Since  it  was  so  difficult  to  estimate  from  our  infor- 
mation what  and  hoY/  much  the  volunteers  did  in  each  camp,  we  have  not  discussed 
this  aspect  of  camping  in  our  study*  It  Y^as  decided  to  handle  the  other  problem 
of  estimating  the  cost  to  the  camp  of  agency  personnel  by  prorating  their  sal- 
aries for  the  camp  season* 

SAIARY  LEVEL 

Employees  Salary 

The  two  main  types  of  non-professional  employees  in  a camp^  as  noted  before, 
are  the  cooks  and  the  maintenance  staff.  Kitchen  help,  though  paid  in  most  of 
the  camps,  are  generally  young  boys  and  girls  Y/ho  are  paid  amounts  ranging  from 
$10  to  $75  for  the  summer  with  an  average  of  $U0*  Only  one  camp  paid  its  kitchen 
help  more  than  $100*  The  highest  salary  in  the  camp  is  generally  that  of  the 
cook*  The  average  salary  in  the  52  camps  last  year  v/as  about  $1^95  for  the  sea- 
son, Although  salaries  ranged  from  under  $199  to  over  $900,  the  majority  of  the 
camps  paid  their  cooks  salaries  that  fell  between  $h00  and  $600,  This  would 
suggest  that  the  salary  for  the  cook  is  a rather  stable  item  in  the  budget, 

Whintenance  salaries,  on  the  other  hand,  Yrere  very  variable.  Though  the  range 
was  as  wide  as  the  range  of  cooks  salaries  (from  under  $100  to  over  $800),  the 
majority  of  the  camps  fell  within  a much  v/ider  range  than  they  did  on  the  cooks ^ 
salaries.  They  fell  betY/een  $l50  and  $U00,  The  average  for  the  v\rhole  group 
was  about  $290  for  the  season. 

Staff  Salaries 

Policy  on  staff  salaries  last  year  seems  to  be  fairly  Yrell  defined,  there  was 
no  more  than  $125  difference  betY/een  the  top  end  of  the  range  Y/ithin  Yfhich  the 
majority  of  the  camps  fell  and  the  lower  end.  For  waterfront  salaries,  the 
majority  of  the  camps  ranged  from  $250  - $350  Y^rith  an  average  of  $300^  for 
other  specialty  counsellors  the  range  v/as  from  $150  - $225  with  an  average  of 
$200j  for  experienced  general  counsellors  the  range  vrent  from  $100  - $225  v^rith 
an  average  of  $125 5 Yrhile  for  general  counsellors  it  Y/as  from  $75  - $200  with 
an  average  of  $125 o 

Putting  these  salaries  together,  we  can  get  a picture  of  the  salary  level  of 
the  great  majority  of  the  camps, 

Yfeterfront  $300 

Specialty  200 
Exp*  Gen*  175 

Reg,  Gen,  125 
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Com]:B.rison  of  Boys  and  Girls  Camps 


There  was  very  3-ittle  difference  between  the  salaries  paid  by  the  boys  camps  and 
the  girls  camps  to  their  counsellors*  The  average  salary  for  specialty  coun- 
sellors of  both  sexes  was  about  $200  and  experienced  general  counsellors  of  both 
sexes  received  an  average  salary  of  $175#  There  was,  however,  a difference  in 
the  level  paid  to  general  counsellors,  for  the  boys  tended  to  pay  their  general 
counsellors  about  $120  v/hile  the  girls  went  above  the  average  and  paid  theirs 
$l50o 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  despite  this  higher  average  salary  level,  the 
cost  per  camper  day,  of  the  general  staff  was  slightly  lovrcr  in  the  girls  camps 
than  in  the  boys  5 v/hile  the  cost  of  the  specialty  staff  v/as  slightly  higher  in 
the  girls  camps,  though  the  salary  level  was  the  same*  We  vrlll  try  to  analyze 
this  difference  in  a later  sectionc 

PER  CAIIPER  DAY  COST 

It'hintenance  Staff 


]h  the  last  section,  vrc  noted  that  the  salary  level  for  maintenance  staff  varied 
from  camp  to  camp*  There  ¥/as,  hoviever,  no  consistent  variation  in  any  one  group, 
so  that  the  variation  in  each  group  averaged  themselves  out  to  about  $*3ll-  for 
all  of  the  sub-groups.  The  middle  half  of  the  camps  ranged  from  $.26  - $*i|l4. 

The  only  consistent  effect  upon  the  cost  per  camper  day  of  maintenance  salaries 
was  the  size  of  the  camp*  Again  the  inability  to  spread  the  cost  of  the  min- 
imum staff  caused  the  per  camper  day  cost  of  small  camps  to  be  a little  higher 
than  the  others*  It  \ms  $*39  as  compared  to  $.30  and  $«33  for  the  other  two 
size  groups. 

Counselling  Staff 


The  cost  per  camper  day  of  counsellors  salaries,  like  the  cost  of  food,  ranged 
v/idely  for  the  total  sample,  but  fell  into  sub-patterns  determined  largely  by 
the  age  and  sex  of  the  campers.  The  range  for  the  whole  sample  was  from  $,09  - 
to  $lo56  with  an  average  of  $oi4.2  (Table  XXIV),  The  middle  half  of  the  sample 
fell  within  a range  of  $*36  - $.7U. 

Size,  despite  its  almost  universal  effect  on  all  costs,  had  no  effect  at  all 
on  the  cost  of  salaries;  for  the  large  camps  it  was  $oU2,  for  the  middle  sized 
camps  it  was  $*Iil  and  for  the  small  camps  it  was  $.142 

The  proportion  of  campers  to  counsellors  in  a camp  is  a very  important  determi- 
nant of  the  cost  of  the  staff  to  the  campo  Although  this  proportion  is  not 
effected  by  the  size  of  the  camp,  it  does  vary  according  to  the  characteristics 
of  the  campers  and  the  needs  of  the  program.  Looking  back  to  the  first  part 
of  the  study,  we  recall  that  camps  for  younger  children  had  a smaller  number  of 
campers  per  counsellor  and  a smaller  percentage  of  specialists  than  the  camps 
that  served  older  childrene  For  the  younger  camps,  it  v;as  campers  per 

counsellor  while  for  older  camps  it  v/as  6.1.  If  vie  comp£ire  these  proportions 
with  the  cost  per  camper  day  (Tables  XXV  and  XXVI)  they  seem  to  correspond  direct- 
ly* The  cost  per  camper  day  for  younger  camps  (with  a ratio  of  campers  per 
counsellor)  was  $.147*  The  cos*^  In  older  camps  (with^a  ratio  of ’6*1  k^arapers '-’per ' 
counsellor)  was  $©36.  So  far,  it  seems  that  the  higher  the  ratio  of  campers  to 
counsellors,  the  higher  the  cost© 
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Intercstingly  enough,  the  ratio  of  campers  to  counsellors  differed  by  sex  alsoo 
The  ratio  in  girls  camps  vjas  li.8  campers  per  counsellor.  In  the  boys  camps,  it 
liras  6,0o  Here  too,  the  costs  varied  with  the  ratio  of  campers  to  counsellors o 
For  girls  camps,  with  a ratio  of  ii,8,  the  average  was  per  camper  day.  For 

boys  camps,  Tirith  a rationof  6o0,  the  average  was  $e38« 


CONCLUSION 

We  have  seen  how  each  item  in  the  budget  has  had  varing  importance  in  the  differ- 
ent tj^es  of  camps  described  in  the  first  part  of  the  study®  Hov/ever,  v/hen  we 
add  the  averages  of  all  the  items  together  in  each  type  of  camp,  we  find  that, 
despite  the  variations  in  the  sub-items,  the  average  total  cost  for  boys  camps, 
girls  camps,  and  camps  for  younger  and  older  children  are  all  very  similar®  The 
averages  for  each  of  these  groups  are:  Boys  $3o50j  Girls  Camps  for 

younger  children  ^^3«U8  and  Camps  for  older  children  $3o31o 

Only  the  coed  camps  and  camps  v;ith  a wide  range  of  ages  showed  any  great  devi- 
ation from  the  average  cost  of  the  other  camps©  The  total  cost  v/as  S3*9li  for 
camps  with  a v/ide  range  of  ages,  and  $i|olO  for  coed  camps©  This  very  high  total 
cost  in  the  coed  camps  seems  to  have  come  from  the  higher  cost  per  camper  day  of 
maintenance  and  of  counsellors,  both  of  which  are  due  to  the  separate  programs 
run  for  the  two  groups.  This  would  suggest  that,  in  our  sample,  vj-hen  the  unit  of 
camping  is  similar,  (one  unit  camps  rather  than  tvro  separate  camps  run  as  one, 
as  in  coed  camps)  the  total  cost  of  camping  is  similar  and  that  the  variations 
in  total  costs  was  due  in  great  part  to  the  multi-unit  camps. 
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PART  I DESCRIPTION  OF'  THE  SAMPIE 


TABLE  I NO  OF  BOYS  AND  GIRLS  CALIPS  IN  SAMPLE  OF  $2 


Ln  Sample 

In  N^ 

E, 

Noo  % 

No, 

% 

Boys  Camps  23 

38 

li5 

Girls  Camps  15  29 

25 

30 

Coed  Camps  lU  2? 

21 

25 

TOTAL  52  100 

Qh 

100 

TABLE  II  CAMPS  DIVIDED  BY  AGE  RANGE  OF 

CAMPERS 

In  Sample 

In  N, 

E, 

Noo 

% 

NOo 

% 

Younger  Canpers  (5-12  yrso) 

8 

16 

lit 

17 

Older  Campers  (10  yrso  up) 

26 

30 

28 

33 

Tfide  Range  (5-18  yrSo) 

28 

5U 

U2 

50 

TOTAL 

52 

100 

8ii 

100 

TABLE  III  LENGTH  OF  CAMP  PR0GIL\M  IN  52 

CAMPS 

Noo  of  Days  Camp  Site 

Used  for  Camp  Program  No»  of  Camps 


28 

't 

il2 

7 

h9 

1 

56 

36 

63 

6 

70 

1 

TOTAL  ”5^ 

TABLE  IVa  CAPACITY  PER 

SESSION 

TABLE  IVb  UNDUPLICATED  NGe  OF 

CAIiiPERS 

No, 

Capacity 

NOa 

of  Camps 

Unduplicated  No,  of  Campers 

Camps 

Under  U9 

8 

Under  100  campers 

6 

50-99 

20 

100-199 

19 

100-li;9 

9 

200-299 

13 

150-199 

8 

300-399 

2 

200-2U9 

3 

U00-U99 

h 

250-299 

1 

500-599 

3 

300-3ii9 

2 

600-699 

3 

350-399 

1 

over  699 

2 

TOTAL 

52 

TOTAL 

52 

Average  Capacity 

115  campers 

Average  capacity 

210 

Majority  of  camps  have 

a capacity  that  falls 

between  65—171  campers 


110-298  campers 
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PART  II  DESCRlPnON  OF  PERSOi-ilIiL  V’RACTICE 


Ac  Administrative  Staff 
TABIE  Vo  Source  of  Director 

Noo  of  camps  that  have  a regular  member  of  agency  staff 

as  director  3^ 

No 6 of  camps  that  have  an  "outside"  director  17 

Total 

TABLE  Vly  No«  of  assistant  directors  OR  program  directors, 
by  source  of  director 


SOURCE  OF  DIRECTOR 


NOo  OF  ASSISTANTS 

AGENCY  DIRECTCR 

"OUTSIDE" 

DIRECTCR 

TOTAL 

No, 

% 

No  a 

% 

No* 

% 

2 

12 

31; 

3 

18 

15 

29 

1 

21 

60 

11 

61; 

32 

6l 

0 

06 

3 

18 

5 

10 

TOTAL 

35 

10052 

17 

100^ 

52 

1005 

TABIE  VIIo  No,  of 

camps  hiring 

dieticians 

Noe  hiring  dieticians  9 

Noa  not  hiring  dieticians  iQ 
TOTAL 

Cs  Counselling  Staff 

TABLE  Villa  Kinds  of  specialists  hired  and  number  of  camps  hiring  them^^ 

specialists  hired  ^ 

Waterfront  director  only  13 

Waterfront  director  and 

a.  Arts  and  Crafts  31 

b*  Athletics  counsellors  13 

Ce  Dance,  music  or  drama-  12 

tics  counsellors 


d»  Boating 


20 


These  categories  are  not  mutually  exclusive  and  therefore  do  not  add  up  to 
camps*  ¥B.nj  of  the  camps  that  hire  one  type  of  specialist,  also  hire 
other  types* 
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TABLE  PROPORTION  OF  CMTPER3  TO  COUNSELLORS  IN  $2  CAMPS 


NO,  OF  CAMPERS  PER  COUNSELLOR 


NO,  OF  0AMF5 


1 - 1«9  1 

2cO-2.9  3 

3.0  - 3.9  12 

U.O  - ho9  10 

^oO  - ^.9  10 

6.0  - 6,9  h 

7.0  - 7.9  7 

8oO  - 8,9  h 

9c 0 - over 

TOTAL  52 


Average  proportion  5.1 

Sikjority  of  camps 
have  proportion 
between  3.6  - 6,5 


TABLE  X,  PROPCRTION  OF  CAI'/IPERS  TO  OOUNSELLORS  IN  BOYS  AND  GIRLS  OAMPS 


SEX  OF  CArCPERS 

Proportion  Girls 


Boys 


3.0  - 3.9  h 

1.0  - lia9  h 

5.0  - 5.9  6 

6.0  - 6,9  0 

7oO  - 7o9  1 

8.0  - 8,9  0 

over  8.9  0 

TOTAL 


3 

li 

3 

3 

h 

k 

2 

73 


Average  Proportion  U.8 


6,0 


TABLE  XI,  PROPORTION  OF  CAMPERS  TO  COUNSELLORS  IN  CAIffS  OF  DIFFERENT  AGE  RANGES 


PROPORTION 


1.0  - 1.9 

2.0  - 2.9 

3.0  - 3.9 
h.O  - Uo9 
5oO  - 5.9 

6.0  - 6,9 

7.0  - 7o9 

8.0  - 8.9 

9.0  - over 

TOTAL 


AGE  RANGE  OF  CAMPERS 


YOUNGER 

(5  yrs.  - 12  yrs.) 


OIDER 

(10  yrs.  and  up) 


VrtDE  RANGE  TOTAL 

(5  yrs.  - 18  yrsc) 


0 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

7 


1 

0 

1 

1 

h 

2 

2 


h 

1 


0 

2 

10 

7 

k 

2 

3 

0 

0 

28 


1 

3 

12 

10 

10 

i| 

7 

i; 

1 


Uo5 


6.1 


Average  Proportion 


5.1 
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TABLE  XII,  mOPORTION  OF  SPECI/ILTY  COUNSELLORS  TO  TOTAL  COWISELLING  STAFF,  BY 
SEX  OF  GAINER 

SEX  OF  CAKRS 


PF,RCENTAGE  OF 

SPECIALTY 

BOYS 

GIRLS 

BOTH 

TOT/lL 

COUIISELLORS 

0% 

2 

0 

3 

5 

1-19^ 

8 

9 

22 

20-39^ 

7 

h 

1 

12 

hO^S9% 

h 

1 

0 

5 

60-79^ 

2 

3 

1 

6 

80^  and  over 

0 

2 

0 

2 

•MMM 

TOTAL 

23 

lU 

52 

Average  percentage 

23% 

39% 

CO 

26% 

TABLE  XIIIo  PROPORTION  OF  SPECI/iLTY  COUNSELLORS  TO  TOTAL  COWISELLING  STAFF 
BY  AGE  RANGE  OF  CAW 

AGE  PJINGE  OF  CAW 


PERCENTAGE  OF  SPECI/’^LTY  YOUNGER 

COUNSELLORS  CAI'iiPERS 

Wo  3 

1-19^  h 

20-39^  1 

i|0»59^  0 

60-79^  0 

80/S  and  over  0 

TOTAL  8 


08^ 


OIDER 

VfIDE  RANGE 

TOTAL 

CAMPERS 

OF  AGES 

0 

2 

5 

6 

12 

22 

6 

5 

12 

1 

ii 

5 

2 

h 

6 

1 

1 

2 

16 

28 

52 

33^ 

27% 

26^ 

Average  percentage 
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COSTS  OF  HUMMING  A PROGRAM 


P/iRT  III  A TOTAL  COST 

TABLE  XIVo-  TOTAL  COST  PER  CAMPER  DAY  OF  $2  CAMPS 


Cost  per  camper  day 

No*  of  camps 

$2,00  - $2,99 
3^00  - 3-99 
UoOO  - l;o99 
5-00  - 5o99 
6oOO  - 6o99 
over  $6o99 

13 

19 

12 

5 

2 

1 

TOTAL 

1,  Average  for  the  sample  $3*76 

2,  Cost  falling  in  the  middle 

of  the  sample  $3*B0 

3,  Cost  of  the  majority  of  the  camps 

falls  between  $2o88  - $]-i.a92 

^2 

TABLE  XV»  HOW  TIE  TYPICAL  BUDGET  IS  SPENT 

(Figures  on  this  chart  derived  from  the  average  of  all  the  camps) 
Costs  given  in  terms  of  per  camper  day  costs » 

BUDGET  ITEMS  AVERAGE  COST  FOR  ^2  CAilPS  PER 


CAMPER  DAY 

ADMINISTRATION 

$ o37 

milfTENANCE 

o39 

FOOD 

lo22 

OTHER  (includes  Canteen,  Medical  expenses 


laundry  and  Program) 

SALARIES  (total) 

lo2U 

COUNSELLOR  SAIARIES 

ch2 

SPECIALTY 

.22 

GENERAL 

ADMINISTRATIVE  SALARIES 
IvAINTENANGE  SALARIES 

c20 

--32 

TOTAL  COST 

$3«76 
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PART  III  B OPERATING  COSTS 

TABLE  XVI  COSTS  OF  ADMINISTRTiTION  ^ PER  CATiPER  DAI  IN  52  GAMPS 
BY  CAPACITY  OF  CATIP 


CAPACITY 


COST  PER  CAIffER  DAY 

27-79 

eo-iU9 

150  and  up 

TOTAL 

$o00  - cll-l 

2 

0 

0 

2 

cl5  - .29 

3 

9 

6 

18 

o30  - chh 

6 

6 

3 

15 

c.a5  - c59 

6 

2 

1 

9 

c60  - rJh 

0 

1 

ii 

5 

«75  - o89 

1 

1 

0 

2 

«90  - and  up 

1 

0 

0 

1 

TOTAL 

19 

19 

3J4 

52 

Average  cost  per  camper  day  i^oUO  $o35  $•37 


TABLE  XVII  COSTS  OF  miOTENANCE  PER  GMSPER  DAY  IN  52  CAMPS 

CAPACITY 


COST  PER  CAMPER  DAY 

27-79 

80-ll;9 

l50  and  up 

TOTAL 

$cOO  *"  0 lii 

3 

2 

0 

5 

0I5  - o29 

3 

5 

5 

13 

.30  - oIlU 

h 

3 

7 

U4 

eh5  - .59 

h 

3 

1 

8 

c6o  - o7U 

2 

1 

1 

k 

«75  - .89 

1 

1 

0 

2 

o90  - and  over 

2 

h 

0 

6 

TOTAL 

19 

19 

111 

52 

Average  cost  per  camper  day 

^^oUo 

t\h3 

$«32 

$.39 

These  figures  exclude  salaries^ 


PART  III  B OrErATini  C05T3 


TABLE  XVIII  COST  OF  FOOD  PER  CM'IPER  DAY  IIJ  ^2  CAIiPS 
BY  CAPACITY  OF  CAf.'SP 


CilPACTTY 


COST  PER  CAMPFR  DAY 

27-79 

Bo«1U9 

150  and  up 

TOTAL 

$ .75  - 

$ .89 

0 

2 

2 

k 

rOO  - 

l.Oh 

1 

U 

2 

7 

li  0 0^  ■*“ 

1.29 

10 

11 

6 

27 

R<.:;0  - 

3 

0 

1 

U 

- 

la^9 

0 

1 

2 

3 

-Lo'^0 

lo7U 

3 

0 

1 

k 

1.7^  - 

1o89 

2 

1 

0 

3 

TOTAL 

19 

19 

m 

52 

Average 

cost  per  camper  day 

$1,30 

*1.13 

$1.19 

$1.22 

TABLE  Xn  COST  OF  FOOD  PER  CAl'IPER  DAY  IN  ^2  CAMPS  BY  SEX  OF  CAMPER 

SEX  OF  CAICPER 


COST  PER  CAMPER  DAY 

BOYS 

GIRLS 

BOTH 

TOTAL 

$ .7^  - $ c89 

2 

2 

0 

k 

« 90  •“  loOk 

1 

k 

2 

7 

i.o5  - 1.29 

Ik 

5 

8 

27 

lo30  ~ Ickk 

3 

0 

1 

k 

lck5  - 1=^9 

1 

2 

0 

3 

lc6o  - 1.7k 

0 

2 

2 

k 

lc75  - 1c89 

2 

0 

3 

TOTAL 

23 

15 

Ik 

52 

Average  cost  per 
camper  day 

$1.29 

$1,10 

$1.21 

$1,22 

TABIE  XX  COST  OF  FOOD  IN  ^2 

CAMPS  BY  AGE 

PlANGE  of  THE  CAMPERS 

AGE  RAI^IE 

COST  PER  CAlffER  DAY 

YOmCER^CHILDREN' ' OLDER 

CHILDREN 

WIDE  RANGE  TOTAL 

(5-11  yrs. 

) (10  yrs. 

“ up) 

5-18 

yrso 

$ .75  - $ ^89 

1 

1 

2 

k 

»90  - IcOk 

2 

1 

k 

7 

1,05  - lc'29 

k 

9 

IL, 

27 

1.30  - lokk 

0 

2 

2 

k 

l.k5  - 1.59 

0 

1 

2 

3 

1.60  •-  lo7k 

1 

0 

k 

1.75  - 1c89 

0 

2 

i 

3 

TOTAL 

8 

16 

28 

52 

Average  cost  per  camper  day 

$lc09 

$lo26 

$1.18 

$1.22 
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P/JIT  III  C SAURY  COSTS 


TABLE  XXI  SAIARI  LEVEL  FOR  EigLOYEES 

'('Salaries  listed  are  the  actual  salaries  paid  for  the  two  months 

of  camp) 


TABLE  XXI  (a)  COOK 


TABLE  XXI  (b)  U.1HTENANCE 


SAIIJIY 


of  CAIffS  SAURY 


NOq  of  CAMPS 


Under  ^199  2 


s$200 

- $299 

7 

300 

- 399 

2 

Uoo 

- U99 

18 

5oo 

- 599 

8 

600 

- 699 

8 

700 

- 799 

1 

800 

- 899 

5 

over 

900 

1 

TOTAL  ^2 

Average  Salary  $i|95 

Salary  in  majority  of 
camps  falls  between  $hOQ  - $600 


Under  ^100  5 

$100  - 199  9 

200  - 299  m 

300  - 399  7 

UOO  - ii99  6 

500  599  6 

600  - 699  0 

700  - 799  0 

800  - over  2 

No  answer  3 


52 

Average  Salary  $290 

Salary  in  majority 

of  camps  falls  between  $l50-l4C0 


TABLE  XXII  LEVEL  FCR  THE  STAFF 


TABLE  XX  11(a)  WATERFRONT 


TABLE  XXII  (b)  SPECLiLTY  COUNSELLORS 


SAUkRY 


NOo  OF  CALffS  SAI/J^Y 


NO,  OF  CkWS 


$100  - $ll;9  0 

150  - 199  6 

200  - 2li9  8 

250  - 299  15 

300  - 3h9  9 

350  - '399  5 

Uoo  - hh9  U 

U5o  - h99  0 

500  and  over  3 

No  answer  2 


$100  - $m9  8 

150  - 199  16 

200  - 2Ii9  18 

250  - 299  5 

300  - 3k9  0 

350  - 399  2 

Uoo  - 14i9  3 

It50  - k99  0 

500  and  over  0 

No  answer  0 


TOTAL 


52  TOTAL 


52 


Average  Salary 
Salary  in  majority  of 
camps  falls  between 


$300  Average  Salary  $200 

Salary  in  majority  of 

$250-^350  camps  falls  between  $l50-$225 
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P;jlT  III  C COSTS 


TABIE  XXII  (c) 

Experienced  Gene  Couns# 

TABIE  XXII(d)  REGUIAR  GEN.  COUNSe 

SALARY 

NOe  OF  CAMPS 

SAUlRY 

NO.  OF  CAMPS 

Under  $100 

9 

Under  $100 

16 

$100  - $lii9 

15 

$100  - $lh9 

18 

190  - 199 

12 

150  - 199 

12 

200  - 2i|9 

12 

200  - 2U9 

5 

290  - 299 

2 

250  - 299 

0 

300  and  up 

2 

300  and  up 

1 

TOTAL 

52 

TOTAL 

52 

1,  Average  salary  $17^  1»  Average  salary  |12^ 


2o  Salary  in  majority  of  camps 

falls  between  $100  - $22^ 


2e  Salaries  in  majority 
of  camps  falls 
between  $7^  - $200 


TABIE  XXnio  "COST  lER  CAl'ffiER  DAT  OF  FA  EvlTENAWCE  HI  ^2  CAI.1PS 

BY  CAPACm  OF  CAI'IP 
CAPACITY 


COST  PER  CAI'ffER  DAY 

27-79 

80-li;9 

l5o  and  up 

TOTAL 

Under  $.10 

0 

1 

0 

1 

$.10  - $cl9 

3 

h 

2 

9 

.20  - .29 

6 

7 

2 

15 

•30  - .39 

2 

h 

6 

12 

,iiO  - tk9 

3 

1 

0 

h 

•5o  - .59 

1 

1 

3 

5 

.60  - .69 

3 

0 

1 

U 

.70  - .79 

0 

0 

0 

0 

over  $.79 

1 

1 

0 

2 

' * 

* ’ 

TOTAL 

19 

19 

llj 

52 

Average  cost  per  camper 
day 

1.39 

$o30 

$.33 

$.32 

Stsoo  ISLWZ  3 ret  T’IrfI 


1 


•zatroo  kaioow  (byasx  amyjp  ,icu«k*  *1:90  fMnxtatisKixs  (d)  na  soaAt  j 


«ma:>  t) 


rsiUfis 


Si 

&[ 

> 

0 


Oni^ 

^lU:^  oou 
w:  - oiir 
QJS  - 0)5 

V ^i£  CCJt 

«>* 

iita>T 


- ■■^ 


IK)  ^ - "^  •- 


Of-' 


sat 

$ 


oaci  na 
^4T| « cmi 
« oai 
^ (X« 
- oSS 
^ ,1m  00^ 


■C*a£*«  •! 


.s 


JASOt 
a«fi.i9rA  j|,t: 


^'rot«?  Hi  seiluaiat,  *S 
"■—  tfM  o^ctcai  *ta 

00S|  • ?r|  , 


sm^o  i»  at  vwxbs  iir 

52^--  OOC#  lt»9iKt#cf  efl^  ‘ 

1 


j4S07  cfit  Zm 


3^-iO  <25  .5  MAMSTWr  Al  ID  tia  SmOD  HST  tfiwe-  ^ItT^  SllMt 

‘ji'AO  m mm/0  ta 


■m 


T 


<eVf.T2 


I 

0 

■■  £ 

V 

s 

, • ■ a 

s 

T 

sx 

d 

ii 

a 

0 

J:  i 

c 

f. 

" -5A  A 

ll 

# 

« 

*?■  A 

0 

0 

n 

0 

p 

. JL 

lit 

»x 

«K.I 

- ■■ 

*L  4 


b 

I 

s 

c 

X 

e 

0 

1 


X4  taljrA 
♦I  - 


**»■  Oil*  ili 

^ -.Wvs,i.  1 


t 

't  # 


».  jflWfl 
QP!% 


!SW#_ 


■'t 


<y: 


*xjw 

*isi 


7.4 


iA*^T. 


«:.l 


«t|BW>  wj  ;hKH»  ftgrwA 
Vi5  ;• 


11 


COGTS  OF  RUI'INING  A PROGRAM 


PART  III  C SALARY  COSTS 

TABLE  XXIV  COST  PER  CAI.RER  DAY  OF  COUPISELLORS  SALARIES  IN  ^2  CAMPS  BY 

CAPACITY  OF  CAMP 


CAPACITY 


COST  PER  CAMPER  DAY 

27  - 79 

80  - lit9 

1^0  and 

up  TOTAL 

$oOO  ~ 3 lij. 

0 

0 

1 

1 

- .29 

3 

h 

3 

10 

• 30  “• 

3 

6 

h 

13 

oU5  - 0^9 

9 

2 

h 

13 

•60  - .7U 

3 

3 

2 

10 

o75  - o89 

0 

2 

0 

2 

o90  - over 

1 

0 

0 

1 

TOTAL 

19 

19 

lU 

32 

Average  cost  per  camper  day 

I.ll2 

$ohl 

®.lj2 

$.1)2 

TABIE  XXV  COST  PER  CAMPER 

DAY  OF  COWISELLORS 
CAIi^ER 

SEX  OF  CAJiPER 

SALARIES 

IN  32  CA.MPS  BY 

SEX  OF 

COST  PER  CAiiPER  DAY 

BOYS 

GIRLS 

BOTH 

TOTAL 

:|*oo  - .m 

1 

0 

0 

1 

ol3  - .29 

7 

2 

1 

10 

• 30  - 

3 

3 

3 

13 

oU3  - ,39 

9 

3 

3 

13 

,60  - ,7U 

1 

6 

3 

10 

,73  - 089 

0 

1 

1 

2 

«90  -•  over 

0 

0 

1 

1 

TOTAL 

23 

13 

2h 

32 

Average  cost  per  camper 

day 

1,38 

s^,32 

$ch2 

Average  proportion  of  campers  60O 
to  counsellors  (see  Table  X) 
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TABLE  XXVI  COST  PER,  CAMPER  DAY  OF  COUNSELLOR  SAIARIES  IN  ^2  CAMPS  BY  AGE  RANGE 
OF  CAPlPERS 


AGE  RANGE 


COST  PER  CAMPER  DAY 

YOUNGER  CHIIDFiEN 

OLDER  CHILDREN 

WIDE  RANGE 

TOTAL 

(^~11  yrso) 

10  yrsa  and  up) 

(5-18  yrs. 

) 

$ a 00  “ $ o II4. 

0 

1 

0 

1 

al5  - o29 

2 

6 

2 

10 

o30  “• 

1 

3 

9 

13 

oh^  — 0^9 

3 

U 

8 

15 

*60  ••  o'7ii 

2 

2 

6 

10 

.75  - .89 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 90  - ewer 

0 

0 

1 

1 

TOTAL 

8 

16 

28 

52 

Average  cost  per 
camper  day 

$.U7 

Ie38 

$ohk 

$,li2 

Average  proportion  of  campers  to 
counsellors  (See  Part  II  Table  VIIo) 
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Boston  Public  Library 


Kirstein  Business 
Branch 

20  City  Hall  Avenue 
Boston  8 


The  Date  Due  Card  in  the  pocket  indi- 
cates the  date  on  or  before  which  this 
book  should  be  returned  to  the  Library. 

Please  do  not  remove  cards  from  this 
pocket. 
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